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Approximating Propositional Calculi by
Finite-valued Logics

Matthias BaaZ Richard Zach

Abstract

Bernays introduced a method for proving underivabilityufessin propositional cal-
culi C by truth tables. In general, this motivates an investigetiof how to find, given
a propositional logic, a finite-valued logic which has as fautologies as possible, but
which has all the valid formulas of the given logic as taugigs. It is investigated how
far this method can be carried using (1) one or (2) an infirgtpience of finite-valued
logics. It is shown that the best candidate matrices forgh)lwe computed from a cal-
culus, and how sequences for (2) can be found for certaisesasf logics (including,
in particular, logics characterized by Kripke semantics).

1 Introduction

The question of what to do when face to face with a new logiei&dudus is an age-
old problem of mathematical logic. One usually has, at leadirst, no semantics.
For example, intuitionistic propositional logic was camsted by Heyting only as a
calculus; semantics for it were proposed much later. Ctigreve face a similar sit-
uation with Girard’s linear logic. The lack of semantical threds makes it difficult
to answer questions such as: Are statements of a certain(forjderivable? Are the
axioms independent? Is the calculus consistent? For letpsgd under substitution
many-valued methods have often proved valuable since tleeg first used for prov-
ing underivabilities by Bernaysﬂ[Z] in 1926 (and later byerth e.g., McKinsey and
Wajsberg; see aIscEll@,ZS]). For the above-mentioned underivability questiorsit i
necessary to find many-valued matrices for which the givésutiss is sound. If a for-
mula is not a tautology under such a matrix, it cannot be dbt&in the calculus. Itis
also necessary, of course, that the matrix has as few tgigslas possible in order to
be useful.

Such “optimal” approximations of a given calculus may alswéhapplications in
computer science. In the field of artificial intelligence marew (propositional) log-
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ics have been introduced. They are usually better suitedobeithe problems dealt
with in Al than traditional (classical, intuitionistic, anodal) logics, but many have
two significant drawbacks: First, they are either givenlgademantically or solely by
a calculus. For practical purposes, a proof theory is nacgsstherwise computer
representation of and automated search for proofs/tratiisese logics is not feasi-
ble. Second, most of them are intractable, and hopelesspyrevided the polynomial
hierarchy does not collapse. For instance, many nonmoitdimmmalisms have been
shown to be hard for classes above I‘EP [6]. Although satiifialim many-valued
propositional logics is (as in classical logic) NP-compl@], this is still (probably)
much better.

On the other hand, it is evident from the work of Carniglli g8jd Hahnle [1J0] on
tableaux, and Rousseau, Takahashi, and Baaz eﬂ al. [1] oesisg that finite-valued
logics are, from the perspective of praidmodel theory, very close to classical logic.
Therefore, many-valued logic is a very suitable candidat@é looks for approxima-
tions, in some sense, of given complex logics.

What is needed are methods for obtaining finite-valued agprations of the propo-
sitional logics at hand. It turns out, however, that a shiftimphasis is in order here.
While it is thelogic we are actually interested in, we always are given onlgmaesen-
tationof the logic. Hence, we have to concentrate on approximsidthe represen-
tation, and not of the logic per se.

What is a representation of a logic? The first type of repradiem that comes to
mind is a calculus. Hilbert-type calculi are the simplestagptually and the oldest
historically. We will investigate the relationship betwesuch calculi on the one hand
and many-valued logics or recursive sequences of manyeddhgics on the other
hand. The latter notion has received considerable atteitithe literature in the form
of the following two problems: Given a calcul@

(1) find a minimal (finite)normalmatrix for C (relevant for non-derivability and
independence proofs), and

(2) find a sequence of finite-valued logics whose interseatiguals the theorems
of C, and its converse, given a sequence of finite-valued lo§jis,a calculus
for its intersection (exemplified by Jaskowski's sequefioc@ntuitionistic propo-
sitional calculus, and by Dummett’s extension axiomatjzime intersection of
the sequence of Godel logics, respectively).

For (1), of course, the best case would be a finite-valued Mgivhose tautologieso-
incidewith the theorems of. C then provides an axiomatization Bf. This of course

is not always possible, at least ffinite-valued logics. Lindenbaurrmm, Satz 3] has
shown that any logic (in our sense, given by a set of rules bs&:d under substitution)
can be characterized by a@mfinite-valued logic. For a discussion of related questions
see also Reschdr [1§24].

In the following we will consider these questions in a gehsedting. Consider a
propositional Hilbert-type calculus. First of all, an optimal (i.e., minimal under set
inclusion of the tautologiesj+valued logic for whichC satisfies reasonable soundness
properties can be computed. We call such a legicmalfor C. The next question is,
can we find an approximating sequencenefalued logics in the sense of (2)? Itis



shown that this is impossible for undecidable cal€lliand possible for all decidable
logics closed under substitution. This leads us to the tig&son of themany-valued
closureMC(C) of C, i.e., the set of formulas which are true in all coversfin
other words, if some formula can be shown to be underivabiliy a Bernays-style
many-valued argument, it is not in the many-valued closieing this concept we
can classify calculi according to their many-valued bebgwr according to how good
they can be dealt with by many-valued methods. In the best /& C) equals the
theorems ofC (This can be the case only @ is decidable). OtherwisMC(C) is a
proper superset of the theoremgmf

We show thaMC(C) is decidable ifC is analytic(This does not imply that itself
is decidable; e.qg., cut-free propositional linear logikr®wn to be undecidable). Two
axiomatizationsC andC’ of the same logic may have different many-valued closures
MC(C) and MC(C’) while being model-theoretically indistinguishable. Henthe
many-valued closure can be used to distinguish betw&andC’ with regard to their
proof-theoretic properties.

Finally, we investigate some of these questions for otheresentations of logics,
namely for decision procedures and finite Kripke modelshésé cases approximating
sequences of many-valued logics whose intersection etieatgven logics can always
be given.

2 Propositional Logics
2.1. DEFINITION A propositional languagé consists of the following:
(1) propositional variablesXo, X1, X2, ..., X, ... (j € W)

2) propositional connectives of arity: (I°, (0", ..., 0. If n; = 0, then[J; is
prop i- Yo 1 r j j
called apropositional constant

(3) Auxiliary symbols:(, ), and, (comma).

Formulas and subformulas are defined as usual. We denotetitod ®ormulas
over a language by Frm(L£). By Var(A) we mean the set of propositional variables
occurring inA.

2.2. DEFINITION A propositional Hilbert-type calculuS in the languagel is given
by

(1) Afinite setA(C) C Frm(L) of axioms.
(2) Afinite setR(C) of rules of the form

Al ... Ay

A r

whereA, Ag, ..., Ay e Frm(L)



A formulaF is atheorenof L if there is a derivation oF in C, i.e., a finite sequence
Fi,F,....,ks=F
of formulas s.t. for eack; either
(1) F is a substitution instance of an axiomA(C), or

(2) there arehy, ..., R, with kj <iand a ruler € R(C), s.t. i is a substitution
instance of thg-th premise of, andF is a substitution instance of the conclu-
sion.

If F is atheorem o€ we writeC - F. The set of theorems & is denoted by ThifC).

2.3. RemarkThe above notion of a propositional rule is the one usuakdus axiom-
atizations of propositional logic. It is, however, by no medhe only possible notion.
For instance, Schitte’s rules

A(T) AL) CeD
A(X) A(C) < A(D)

whereX is a propositional variable, anl C, andD are formulas, does not fit under
the above definition.

2.4. DEFINITION A propositional calculus is callednalyticiff for every rule

Ar...Aq
A

r

it holds that VafA;) C Var(A), ..., VarAn) C Var(A).

2.5. RemarkNote that analytic calculi here neadthave a strict subformula property,
in contrast to the notion in sequent calculus. Cut-free satjcalculi can easily be be
encoded in analytic Hilbert-type calculi. Henceforth, wheer we refer to a sequent
calculus we always mean its encoding according to the fatigwonstruction.

(1) Sequences of formulas can be coded using a binary operafbhe sequent
arrow can simply be coded as a binary operatorWe have the following rules,
to assure associativity ef

X (U-vw)-Y) 2z (XU (VW)Y 52

X-(UV)W)-Y) 5z (X (U-V)-W))-¥>2Z

as well as the respective rules withoutwithoutY, without bothX andY, with
the rules upside-down, and also for the right side of the eet{20 rules total).



(2) To avoid logical rules acting on sequences instead affitas, a formula markér
is introduced. Logical axioms then take the foxth — XF.

(3) The usual sequent rules can be coded using the aboveuctitsts.

(4) Some sequentrules require restrictions on the formenéithe formulasin a rule,
e.g., the R!' rule in classical linear logic:

noAT
N —IA T

We introduce operatotsand” s.t.

(a) A' andB? can be introduced only oA =!C andB =?D, respectively;
(b) ' and? distribute over; and
(c) ' and” can always be canceled.
R! would then take the form
X' —A-Y?
X' — IA-Y?

It is easily seen that the resulting Hilbert calculus is gti@lin the sense of Defi-
nition @l if the original sequent calculus was. This alsoveh that this notion of
analyticity does not entail decidability, since for instancut-free propositional lin-
ear logicLL can be coded in an analytic Hilbert calculusL, however, is undecid-

able [13].

2.6. EXAMPLE Intuitionistic propositional logic is axiomatized by thellbwing cal-

culuslPC:

(1) Axioms:
a2 ADAANA
aa AABDBAA
az ADBD(AACDBAC)
as (ADB)A(BDC)D(ADC)
aa BD(ADB)
as AAN(ADB)DB
az ADAVB
as AVBDODBVA
a (ADC)A(BDC)D(AVBDC)
aa0o 'ADADB
ail (AD B)/\(AD —|B) O -A
a2 AD(BDA/\B)

(2) Rules (in usual notation):
A ADB

B MP



Gentzen’s sequent calculug without cut gives an analytical axiomatization.

2.7. DEFINITION A propositional logicl. in the languageL is a subset of Frify)
closed under substitution.

Every propositional calculu€ defines a propositional logic, namely Th@) C
Frm(L), since ThniC) is closed under substitution. Not every propositional dogi
however, is axiomatizable, let alone finitely axiomatizaby a Hilbert calculus. For
instance, the logic

{O%(T) | kisthe Godel number of a
true sentence of arithmetic

is not axiomatizable, whereas the logic
{O%(T) | kis prime}

is certainly axiomatizable (it is even decidable), but ngtabHilbert calculus using
onlydandT. (Itis easily seen that any Hilbert calculus farandT has either only a
finite number of theorems or yields arithmetic progressaftis’s.)

2.8. DEFINITION A propositional finite-valued logi is given by a set of truth values
V(M) ={1,2,...,m}, the set ofdesignated truth valu&s"™ (M) CV(M), and a set of

truth functionsJj:V(M)™ — V(M) for all connective&]j € L with arity n;.

The corresponding subset of Fi) of true formulas is the set of tautologieshdf
defined as follows.

2.9. DEFINITION A valuation| is a mapping from the set of propositional variables
into V(M). A valuationl can be extended in the standard way to a function from
formulas to truth valued. satisfiesa formulaF, in symbols: =m F, if [(F) e VT (M).

In that case] is called amodelof F, otherwise acountermodel A formulaF is a
tautologyof M iff it is satisfied by every valuation. Then we wriké¢ = F. We denote
the set of tautologies & by Tau{M).

2.10. ExAMPLE The sequence afntvalued Godel logic$Gn is given byV(Gp) =
{0,1,...,m— 1}, the designated valu&s" (Gp,) = {0}, and the following truth func-
tions:

V) = 0 forv=m-1
~Gm m—1 forv#m-—1
Ve, (W) = min(a,b)
Acy(\W) = maxa,b)
~ 0 forv>w
G (VW) {w forv<w

This sequence of logics was used [h [8] to show that intuigim logic cannot be
characterized by a finite matrix.



In the remaining sections, we will concentrate on the refetibetween calcul,
logicsL, and many-valued logidgl . The objective is to find many-valued logikk (or
sequences thereof) that, in a sense, approximate the es@aind/or the logid..

The following well-known product construction is usefut fdharacterizing the “in-
tersection” of many-valued logics.

2.11. DEFINITION LetM andM’ bem andnv-valued logics, respectively. Thén x
M’ is the mm'-valued logic where/ (M x M) = V(M) x V(M'), VT(M x M') =
VT (M) xVT(M’), and truth functions are defined component-wise. 1.€] i an
n-ary connective, then

Ot sem? (W, -, Wa) = (Ow, D).

For convenience, we define the following: Leandl’ be valuations oM andM’,
respectivelyl x I’ is the valuation oM x M’ defined by:(I x 1I’)(X) = (I(X),1"(X)).
If I ¥ is a valuation oM x M’, then the valuationm | * andm!* of M andM’, respec-
tively, are defined byy | *(X) = vandrml * (X) =V iff 1X(X) = (v,V).

212. LEMMA TaufM x M’) = TautM) N TaufM’)

Proof. Let A be a tautology oM x M’ andl andl’ be valuations oM andM’,
respectively. Sincé x I’ =y .wm/ A, we havel =y A andl’ =y A by the definition
of x. Conversely, leA be a tautology of botiM andM’, and letl * be a valuation of
M x M’. Sincermy| * =ym AandTpl * =y A, it follows thatl * =y A B

The definition and lemma are easily generalized to the cafseitef productJT]; M
by induction.

When looking for a logic with as small a number of truth valasgossible which
falsifies a given formula we can use the following constitti

2.13. PROPOSITION LetM be any many-valued logic, aid, . . .,An be formulas not
valid in M. Then there is a finite-valued logi¢’ = ®(M A4, ..., Ay) S.L.

(1) Ay, ..., A, are not valid iV’
(2) TautM) C TautM’), and

(3) V(M) <&(Aq,...,An), wherég(Aq,...,.An) =]L1 &(A) andi(A) is the num-
ber of subformulas of; + 1.

This holds also iM has infinitely many truth values, providédM ), V(M) and the
truth functions are recursive.

Proof.  We first prove the proposition far= 1. Letl be the interpretation i
makingA; false, and leBy, ..., B (§(A1) =r + 1) be all subformulas of;. Every
B has a truth valug in |. Let M’ be as followsV(M') = {t1,...,t;, T},VT(M') =
VH(M)NV(M)U{T}. If O € £, defined by
N tif BiED(le,...,Bjn)
D(Vla---,Vn):{ andvy =tj;, ..., Va =tj,
T otherwise

7



(1) Sincet, was undesignated iMl, it is also undesignated isl’. Butl is also a
truth value assignment iMl’, henceM’ (= A;.

(2) LetC be atautology oM, and let] be an interpretation iM’. If no subformula
of C evaluates tol' underJ, thenJ is also an interpretation iM, andC takes the
same truth value iM’ as inM w.r.t. J, which is designated also M’. OtherwiseC
evaluates tal', which is designated iM’. SoC is a tautology irM’.

(3) Obvious.

Forn > 1, the proposition follows by takin(M,Aq,...,Ay) =L, P(M,A) &

Algebraic constructions can be used for simplifications ahgrvalued logics. For
example, a many-valued logi¢ has the same tautologies as a homomorphic invkge
if the induced congruencgonV (M) satisfies the following condition:

if UeC then VI(M)NU=0 or VF(M)N(V(M)\U)=0.

3 Many-valued Coversfor Calculi

We are looking for many-valued logi®g s.t. Thn{C) C Taut{M). M must, however,
behave “normally” with respect tG, i.e.,C must remain sound whenever we add new
operators and their truth tablesib or add tautologies as axioms@

3.1. DEFINITION An mrvalued logicM is normalfor a calculusC (and C strongly
soundor M) if

(+) All axioms A € A(C) are tautologies oM, and for every rule € R(C): if a
valuation satisfies the premisesroft also satisfies the conclusion.

M is then called &overfor C.

We would like to stress the distinction between strong soesd, a.k.a. normality,
and soundness. The latter is the familiar property of a éadcto produce only valid
formulas as theorems. This “plain” soundness is what weadlgtwould like to in-
vestigate in terms of approximations. More precisely, wioaking for a finite-valued
logic that approximates a given calculus, we are contengiffimd a logic for which
C is sound. It is, however, not possible in general to test ilawdus is sound for a
given finite-valued logic. lfs possible to test if it is strongly sound. For this pragmatic
reason we consider only normal matrices for the given caldiie next proposition
characterizes the normal matrices in terms of strong scesgloonditions. These are
reasonable conditions which one expects to hold of a “ndrmatrix.

3.2. PROPOSITION C is strongly sound for a many-valued logit iff Thm(C') C
TautM’) for all M’ andC’, where

(1) M’ is obtained fronM by adding truth tables for new operations, and

(2) C' is obtained fronC by adding tautologies &’ to as axioms.



Proof.  If: First of all, C is sound forM: Let C - F. We show thatM = F by
induction on the lengthof the derivation inC:

| = 1: This mean§$ is a substiltution instance of an axioin

| > 1. F is the conclusion of a rulec R(C). If r is

A A

A r

andXy, Xo, ..., Xy are all the variables iA, Aq, .. ., Ay, then the inference has the form

A1[B1/X1,....Bn/Xa] ... AB1/X4,...,Bn/X]
F = A[BL/X41,...,Bn/Xq]

Let| be a valuation of the variables i, and letv; = I(B;) (1 < i < n). By induction
hypothesis, the premises ofare valid. This implies that, for ¥ i <k, we have
{X1 > Vv1,...,Xn — Vn} E A. By hypothesis then{X; — v1,...,Xq — vn} E A. But
this means thdt=F. HenceM EF.

Moreover,C satisfies conditions (1) and (2) above.

Only if: Every axiom is derivable il€. By soundness, it is a tautology Bff, which
is just what ¢) says. Now let € R(C) be a rule, let be an interpretation which makes
the premised\, ..., A of r true, and letA be the conclusion of. | assigns truth
valuesvy, ...,V to the variableX, ..., X inr. LetM’ be them-valued logic resulting
from M by extending the language by the constants..., V| with valuesvy, ..., v,
respectively. Let be the substitution mapping to Vi. The formulasA;o, ...,AC
and (byr also)Aa are derivable in the extensi@f of C by the axiomsAa, ..., AOC.
By (1) and (2),C’ is sound, s@\c is a tautology irM’. Consequently, =AinM. =&

3.3. COROLLARY If C is strongly sound foM andr is a directly dependent rule &f
(i.e.,r can be simulated by the rules©J thenC +r is also strongly sound fav! .

3.4. PROPOSITION It is decidable if a given propositional calculus is strgngébund
for a givenm-valued logic.

Note also that for usual calculi, Property) (s relatively easy to check. For in-
stance, modus ponens is strongly sound iff, whenéviertrue,A D B is true iff B is
true; necessitation is strongly soundiX is true wheneveX is true.

3.5. ExXaMPLE The IPC is strongly sound for then-valued Godel logicsGy,. For
instance, take axioraz: B D A D B. This is a tautology irGp, for assume we assign
some truth valuea andb to A andB, respectively. We have two casesalK b, then
(AD B) takes the valuen— 1. Whateveb is, it certainly is< m—1, henc8 > A>B
takes the designated valoe- 1. OtherwiseA D B takes the valu®, and again (since
b <b), B> AD Btakes the valuen— 1.

Modus ponens passes the test: AssémaadA D B both take the valum— 1. This
means thaa < b. Buta=m-1, hencdb=m—1.



Now consider the following extensid@®, of Gm: V(G/L,) =V(Gm)U{T},V*(G/) =
{m—1,T}, and the truth functions are given by:

~ T if Tev
Deg (V) = {DGm(V) otherwise

for 0 € {—,D,A,V}. NeitherlPC norLJ are strongly sound fo&,,, butLJ without
cutis.

3.6. ExaAMPLE Consider the following calculus:

X&EY X&EX

r r
XESOX  X&OY * Yy 2

Itis easy to see that the corresponding logic consists ofsthnces oK & OKX where
k> 1. This calculus is only strongly sound for threvalued logic having all formulas
as its tautologies. But if we leave out, we can give a sequence of many-valued
logics M, for each of whichK is strongly sound: Take fov (M) = {0,...,n—1},
V*(Mpn) = {0}, with the following truth functions:

~ v+1l ifv<n—-1
ov {n—l otherwise
VoW = {O |fv<w0rv:n—1
1 otherwise

Obviously,M, is a cover forK. On the other hand, TaiM ) # Frm(L£), e.g., any
formula of the formp(A) takes a (non-designated) valed (forn > 1). In fact, every
formula of the formokX & X is falsified in someM .

4 Optimal Covers

By Propositio it is decidable if a givenvalued logicM is a cover ofC. Since
we can enumerate ath-valued logics, we can also find all covers ©f Moreover,
comparing two many-valued logics as to their sets of tagie®is decidable, as the
next theorem will show. Using this result, we see that we ¢anys generate optimal
covers forl.

4.1. DEFINITION For two many-valued logict1; and M2, we write M1 < M iff

Taui{M1) C TaufMy).
M1 is betterthanM 2, M1 <t Mo, iff M1 <M, and TaufM 1) # TautM>).

4.2. THEOREM Let two logicsM 1 andM», my-valued anany-valued respectively, be
given. It is decidable whethéf1 <t M.
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Proof. It suffices to show the decidability of the following propertThere is a
formulaA, s.t. (*) M2 = AbutM1 £ A. If this is the case, writél1 <* M2. M1 << M2
iff M1 <* M» and notM, <* M.

We show this by giving an upper bound on the depth of a minimahfilaA sat-
isfying the above property. Since the set of formulasfoifs enumerable, bounded
search will produce such a formula iff it exists. Note that gwoperty (*) is decidable
by enumerating all assignments. In the following et max(my, my).

Let A be a formula that satisfies (*), i.e., there is a valuatiatt. | b&MlA. W.l.o.g.
we can assume thatcontains at mogsn different variables: if it contained more, some
of them must be evaluated to the same truth value in the coaxaepld for M1 = A.
Unifying these variables leaves (*) intact.

Let B= {Bg1,B>,...} be the set of all subformulas & Every formulaB; defines
anm-valued truth functiorf (B;) of mvariables where the values of the variables which
actually occur inBj determine the value off(B;) via the matrix ofM,. On the other
hand, evenB; evaluates to a single truth valti;) in the countermodédl

Consider the formul&’ constructed fromA as follows: LetB; be a subformula
of A andB; be a proper subformula &; (and hence, a proper subformuladt If
f(Bi) = f(Bj) andt(B;) =t(Bj), replaceB; in A with B;. A’ is shorter tharA, and
it still satisfies (*). By iterating this construction untib two subformulas have the
desired property we obtain a formua. This procedure terminates, sindeis shorter
thanA; it preserves (*), sincé’ remains a tautology undbt, (we replace subformulas
behaving in exactly the same way under all valuations) aadtuntermodell is also
a countermodel fod'.

The depth ofA* is bounded above byi™ +1 — 1. This is seen as follows: If the
depth ofA* is d, then there is a sequenéé = By, B, ..., B} of subformulas ofA*
whereB; is an immediate subformula & _,. Every suchB, defines a truth func-
tion f(B}) of mvariables inM and a truth valued(B},) in M via |. There aren™
mrary truth functions ofm truth values. The number of distinct truth function-truth
value pairs then is?™ 2. If d > m™"*, then two of theB;, sayB| andB] whereB;
is a subformula oB] define the same truth function and the same truth value. But th
B{ could be replaced b/, contradicting the way* is defined. B

4.3. COROLLARY ltis decidable if two many-valued logics define the same E&tio
tologies. The relatiodl is decidable.

Proof. TauiM1) = TautMy) iff neitherM1 <* M2 norM; <*M;. R

Let ~ be the equivalence relation anvalued logics defined byM1 ~ M5 iff
TautM1) = TautMy), and let MVLy, be the set of alin-valued logics over L. By,
we denote the set of all sets Téut) of tautologies ofm-valued logicsM. The partial
order(Mm, C) is isomorphic toMVL p/ =, < / ~).

4.4. PROPOSITION (Mm, C) is a finite complete partial order.

Proof. The set ofmvalued logics MVLy, is obviously finite, since there are at most
mm...mM% differentmvalued matrices fo€. < is a partial order on MViy/ ~
with the smallest element := Frm(£) and the largest element:=0. =&
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The “best” logic is the one without theorems, generated byaairwhere no con-
nective takes a designated truth valrgywhere The “worst” logic is the one where
every formula of L is a tautology, it is generated by a matrixane every connective
takes a designated truth valagerywhere

In every complete partial order over a finite set, there dxistand glb for every
two elements of the set. Hend®, A\, v/, L, T) is a finite complete lattice, wherk is
the lub in<, and<y is the glb in<d. Since<d is decidable an®l can be automatically
generated the functions andsy are computable.

4.5. PROPOSITION The optimal (i.e., minimal undet) m-valued covers o€ are com-
putable.

Proof.  Consider the se€(C) of m-valued covers ofC. SinceC(C) is finite and
partially ordered byd, C(C) contains minimal elements. The relatighis decidable,
hence the minimal covers can be computed®

4.6. EXAMPLE By Example,l PC is strongly sound folG3. The best 3-valued
approximation ofl PC is the 3-valued Godel logic. In fact, it is the only 3-valued
approximation ofanysound calculu€ (containing modus ponens) foPL which has
less tautologies tha@lL . This can be seen as follows: Consider the fragment contini
1 and> (—Bis usually defined aB > 1). LetM be some 3-valued strongly sound
approximation ofC. By Godel's double-negation translatidhijs a classical tautology
iff ——B is true intuitionistically. Hence, whenevbt = ——X D X, then TautM) D
CL. Let 0 denote the value of in M, and let 1€ V*(M). We distinguish cases:

(1) 0eV*(M): Then TautM ) = Frm(L), since L D X is true intuitionistically, and
by modus ponenst, L D X/X.

(2) 0¢ v (M): Letu be the third truth value.

(@) ueV*t(M): ConsideA=((X > L)D> L) DX. IfI(X)isuor1,then, since
everything implies something truajis true (Note that we haveY O (X D
Y)/X DY). If I(X) =0, then (since ® 0 is true, butu > 0 and 1> 0 are
both false)A is true as well. So Tauv) D CL.

(b) u¢V*H(M), i.e.,,VT(M) = {1}: Consider the truth table for implication.
SinceB D B, L D B, and something true is implied by everything, the upper
right triangle is 1. We have the following table:

Clearly,vp cannot be 1. Ifjp = u, we have, by(X D X) D 1) DY, that
v1 = 1. In this caseM = A and hence TagM) O CL. So assumgp = 0.

(i) vi =1: M [= A (Note that only the case ¢fu > 0) D 0) D uhasto be
checked).
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(i) i=uM EA.

(iii) v1 =0: With v, = 0, M would be incorrect > (1 D u) is false). If
v2 =1, againM = A. The case of» = u is the Godel logic, wherA
is not a tautology.

Note that it is in general impossible to algorithmically stct a<t-minimal m-
valuedlogic M (i.e., given independently of a calculus) withC TautM ), because,
e.g., itis undecidable whethbt is empty or not: e.g., take

L {{DK(T)} if k is the least solution dD(x) =0
0 otherwise

whereD(x) = 0 is the diophantine representation of some undecidahle set

5 Sequential Approximations of Calculi

In the previous section we have shown that it is always ptessibobtain the best
valued covers of a given calculus, but there is no way tatal goodhese covers are.
In this section, we investigate the relation between secggenf many-valued logics
and the set of theorems of a calculisSuch sequences are callggfjuential approxi-
mationsof C if they verify all theorems and refute all non-theorem€£ofPut another
way, this is a question about the limitations of Bernays’imoett On the negative side
an immediate result says that calculi for undecidable kd not have sequential ap-
proximations. If, however, a propositional logic is deditfg it also has a sequential
approximation (independent of a calculus). However, tHelyave a uniquely defined
many-valued closurevhether they are decidable or not. This is the set of allesers
which cannot be proved underivable using a Bernays-styleymralued argument. If
a calculus has a sequential approximation, then the set tifabrems equals its many-
valued closure. If it does not, then its closure is a propeesset. Different calculi
for one and the same logic may have different many-valueslices according to their
degree of analyticity.

5.1. DEFINITION LetC be acalculusand lét = (M1,M2,M3,...,Mj,...) (j € w) be
a sequence of many-valued logics s.t.

(1) A is given by a recursive procedure,
(2) Mj S Mjiff i > j, and
(3) M; is a cover forC.

A is called asequential approximatiaof C iff Thm(C) = N, TautMj). We sayC
is approximableif there is such a sequential approximation@r

Condition (2) above is technically not necessary. Apprating sequences of log-
ics in the literature (see next example), however, satlsfy ¢condition. Furthermore,
with the emphasis on “approximation,” it seems more nattiral the sequence gets
successively “better.”
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5.2. EXAMPLE Consider the sequen&& = (G;j)i>2 of Godel logics and intuitionistic
propositional logicl PC. Tau{(G;) > Thm(IPC), sinceG; is a cover forlPC. Fur-
thermore,Gi;1 < Gi. This has been pointed out b& [8], for a detailed proof sﬂse [9,
Satz 3.4.1]. ltis, however, not a sequential approximadiorPC: The formula(A >
B)V(BDA), while notatheorem dfPL, is a tautology of alG;. In fact,N;-, Tau(G;)
is the set of tautologies of the infinite-valued Godel lo@i¢, which is axiomatized by
the rules oflPC plus the above formula. This has been shown|]n [5] (see ﬂ,so [9
§ 3.4]). HenceG is a sequential approximation &f; = IPC+ (ADB)V(BD A).
Ja’skowskilEllZ] gave a sequential approximatiohR€. Thatl PC is approximable
is also a consequence of Theo@ 6.7, with the proof adapti€dpke semantics for
intuitionistic propositional logic, sincéPL has the finite model propertﬂ [7, Ch. 4,
Theorem 4(a)].

The natural question to ask is: Which calculi are approxieral-irst we give the
unsurprising negative answer for undecidable calculi.

5.3. PROPOSITION If C is undecidable, then it is not approximable.

Proof.  If C were approximable, there were a sequefce (M1,M2,M3,...) s.t.
Nj>2 TautMj) = Thm(C). If N is a non-theorem o€, then there would be an index
s.t.N is false inM;. But this would yield a semi-decision procedure for nonetieens
of C: Try for eachj whetherN is false inMj. If N is a non-theorem, this will be
established at =i, if not, we may go on forever. This contradicts the assunmgtiat
the non-theorems @ are not r.e.C is undecidable and the theorems are r.e.

5.4. EXAMPLE This shows that a result similar to that id?C cannot be obtained for
full propositional linear logic.

If Cis not approximable (e.qg., if it is undecidable), then thterigection of all cov-
ers forC is a proper superset of TH@). This intersection has interesting properties.

5.5. DEFINITION Themany-valued closufglC(C) of a calculuC is the set of formu-
las which are true in every many-valued cover@r

MC(C) is unique, since it obviously equdly, .sTautM ) whereSis the set of alll
covers forC. It is also approximable, an approximating sequence isge

M1 = Mj
Mi = Mi_1xMj]

whereM/ is an enumeration ds.
The many-valued closure, however, need not be trivial, (@qual to FrniL))—
even for undecidabl€.

5.6. PROPOSITION If C is analytical theMC(C) is decidable.
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Proof.  AssumeC is analytical. A decision procedure fére MC(C) is given by
the following: Enumerate all many-valued logik in order of increasing number of
truth values. Check i€ is strongly sound foM; (decidable by Propositi.4). If
it is strongly sound, then check whethds = A. If not, terminate withA ¢ MC(C).
By PropositioB, we only have to search until all manhued logics with number
of truth values< &(A) have been checked, provid€lis strongly sound foM’ =
®(M,A). SinceA must be a non-tautology of some cowérof C for A ¢ MC(C) to
hold, we can assume thist is a cover ofC. Since TaufM) C TaufM’), all axioms
of C are tautologies i’. Let
Ar.. Ay
A

r

be arule inC, and let] be an interpretation iM" making eactA; true. If J maps no
variable toT, J is also an interpretation iNl. Then, sinceC is sound foM, A'is true
underJ (in bothM andM’). Otherwise, ifJ assignsT to some variabl&X, A is true
underJ sinceX occurs inA (recall thatC is analytical). ScC is strongly sound foM’.

|

5.7. COROLLARY The many-valued closure of cut-free propositional linegid L L
is decidable.

5.8. COROLLARY If C is analytic and decidable, th&étC(C) = Thm(C).

Proof.  Certainly Thn{C) C MC(C). Let A¢ Thm(C). Then the (infinite-valued)
Lindenbaum logid_ (C) [fL4, Satz 3] forC falsifiesA. SinceC is decidableL (C) is
effectively given.L (C) satisfies £). It is easy to see tha(L (C),A) also satisfies).
By Propositi03 and the argument of the above proofettsaa finite-valued cover
for C falsifying A. HenceA¢ MC(C). 1

The last corollary can be used to uniformly obtain semarfiticdecidable analytic
Hilbert calculi.

6 Sequential Approximationsof Other Representations

Propositional logic can also be given by effective repres@ns other than calculi.

A decidable logic, for instance, may be represented by astubecprocedure. Logics

with Kripke semantics which have the finite model property ba given by the r.e.

sequence of their finite models. In this section, we invastithe question of sequential
approximation for these representations.

6.1. PROPOSITION For every decidable propositional lodicthere is a sequence of
many-valued logicsA; satisfying

(1) A is given by a recursive procedure,

(2) M; <M iff i > j, and
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(3) L C TautM;),
S.t.L = N> TautM;).

Proof. The proof uses an argument similar to that of Lindenb$a42 3]. Let
Frm (L) C Frm(L) be the set of formulas of depthi (which is finite up to renaming
of variables). To every formulk € Frm(L) we assign a codéF |, yielding the sets
[Frmi(L)] for all i € w. We construct a sequential approximationLofis follows:
V(Mj) = [Frm(£)|U{T}, with the designated valu&s" (M;) = [Frm(L£)]N[L]U
{T}. The truth tables foM; are given by:

ﬁMi(vl,...,vn) =
[O(F1,...,F)] ifvj=[F]for1<j<n
= { andO(F,...,Fy) e Frmy(L)
T otherwise

M; is constructed in such a way as to agree witbn all formulas of depti< i, and
to make all formulas of deptl i true. Hence, TagM;) O L, andM; < Mi;1. Every
formulaF false inL is also false in som®l; (namely in allM; with i > the depth of).
|

Note that it is in general impossible to algorithmically stct a<t-minimal m-
valued logicM with L C Taut M), because, e.g., it is undecidable whetkeis empty
or not: e.g., take

L= {{DK(T)} if k is the least solution db(x) = 0
0 otherwise

whereD(x) = 0 is the diophantine representation of some undecidahle set
The following definitions are taken frorﬁ [4].

6.2. DEFINITION A modal logicL has as its language the usual propositional con-
nectives plus two unarynodal operatorst] (necessary) an¢ (possible). AKripke
modeffor L is a triple(W, R, P), where

(1) W is any set: the set oforlds
(2) RC W2 is a binary relation olV: the accessibility relation
(3) Pis a mapping from the propositional variables to subseW of

A modal logicL is characterized by a class of Kripke modelslfor

This is called thestandard semantiésr modal logics (see[[4, Ch. 3]). The seman-
tics of formulas in standard models is defined as follows:

6.3. DEFINITION Let L be a modal logic,X{ be its characterizing class of Kripke
models. LeK = (W,R,P) € % be a Kripke model ané be a modal formula.

If o € W is a possible world, then we sayis true ina, a = A, iff the following
holds:
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(1) Ais avariablen € P(X)

(2) A=-B: nota = B

(3) A=BAC: a L Banda . C

(4) A=BvC:alLBorakLC

(5) A=0B: forall e Ws.t.a RB it holds thaf3 = B
(6) A=OB: thereisg3 e Ws.t.aRBandB =L B

We sayA is truein K, K = A, iff for all a € W we havea = A. Ais valid inL,
L = A, iff Ais true in every Kripke modef € % . By Tau{L) we denote the set of
all formulas valid inL.

Many of the modal logics in the literature have tirdte model property (fmp)for
everyAs.t.L £ A, there is a finite Kripke modé{ = (W,R P) € X (i.e.,W is finite),
s.t. K &L A (whereL is characterized by)). We would like to exploit the fmp to
construct sequential approximations. This can be donellasvi

6.4. DEFINITION Let K = (W,R,P) be an effectively given finite Kripke model. We
define the many-valued logMk as follows:

(1) V(Mk) = {0,1}, the set of 0-1-sequences with indices frdim
(2) V(M) = {1}, the singleton of the sequence constantly equal to 1.

(3) “Mws Mk ANk DMk are defined componentwise from the classical truth func-
tions

4) ﬁMK is defined as follows:
1 ifforall ys.t.

ElMK(<W(1>GEW)B = { BRy,wy=1
0 otherwise

(5) <~>MK is defined as follows:
1 ifthereisays.t.

Smy (Wo)aew)p = { BRyandw =1
0 otherwise

Furthermorelk is the valuation defined bk (X)q = 1 iff a € P(X) and= 0 otherwise.

6.5. LEMMA LetL andK be as in Definitiof 6]4. Then the following hold:
(1) Every valid formula ot is a tautology oM.

(2) IfK %L A thenlg F&MK A
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Proof. LetB be a modal formula, and’ = (W,R P’). We prove by induction that
vahK,(B)a =1iff ¥’ ':L B:

B is a variableP'(B) =W iff 1k (B)q = 1 for alla € W by definition ofl k.

B = —C: By the definition of=m,, val, (B)q = 1 iff val,, (C)q = 0. By induction
hypothesis, this is the case dfl~_ C. This in turn is equivalent ta =4 B. Similarly
if B is of the formCAD, CVv D, andC > D.

B=0C: val,, (B)q = 1iff for all B with a R we have va|, (C)g = 1. By induction
hypothesis this is equivalent = C. But by the definition of] this obtains iff
o =L B. Similarly for <.

(1) Every valuationl of Mk defines a functior?, via B (X) = {a | I (X)q = 1}.
Obviously,I =Ip. If L =B, then(W,R,R) =L B. By the preceding argument then
val (B)q = 1 for alla € W. Hence B takes the designated value under every valuation.

(2) Aiis not true inK. This is the case only if there is a woridat which it is not
true. Consequently, vigl(A)q = 0 andA takes a non-designated truth value unider
]

The above method can be used quite in general to construct-wadued log-
ics from Kripke structures for not only modal logics, butaafer intuitionistic logic.
Kripke semantics fofPL are defined quite similar, with the exception that A > B
iff BE=ADBforall BeW s.t. a RB. IPL is then characterized by the class of all
finite trees [|7 Ch. 4, Thm. 4(a)]. Note, however, that fouitibnistic Kripke seman-
tics the form of theassignment® is restricted: Ifw; € P(X) andw; Rws then also
w, € P(X) [], Ch. 4, Def. 8]. Hence, the set of truth values has to beicest in
a similar way. Usually, satisfaction for intuitionistic igke semantics is defined by
satisfaction in thenitial world. This means that every sequence where the first entry
equals 1 should be designated. By the above restrictiomgrtilyesuch sequence is the
constant 1-sequence.

6.6. EXAMPLE The Kripke tree with three worlds

W2 W3

NS

W1

yields a five-valued logi@ 3, withV(T3) = {000,001,010011,111},V*(T3) = {111},
the truth table for implication

D | 000 001 010 011 111
000|111 111 111 111 111
001|010 111 010 111 111
010|001 001 111 111 111
011|000 001 010 111 111
111|000 001 010 011 111

L is the constant 000;A is defined byA D 1, andV andA are given by the compo-
nentwise classical operations.

The Kripke chain with four worlds corresponds directly te ttive-valued Godel
logic Gs. It is well know that(X DY)V (Y D X) is a tautology in aliGy. SinceTs
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falsifies this formula (take 001 fof and 010 forY), we know thatGs is not the best
five-valued approximation dfPL.
Furthermore, let

Os = A (X>X)V(X;>X)and
1<i<j<5

B =V (XoX).
1<i<j<5

Os assures that the truth values assumedkfy.. ., X5 are linearly ordered by im-
plication. Since neither 010 001 nor 001> 010 is true, we see that there are only
four truth values which can be assigneddg ..., Xs makingOs true. Consequently,
O5 D K is valid in T3. On the other hands is false inGs.

6.7. THEOREM LetL be a modal logic characterized by a r.e. set of finite Kripkelmo
els, andA1,Ay,...) an enumeration of its non-theorems. A sequential apprcaioma
of L is given by(M1,M2,...) whereM1 = My, andM;, 1 = M x My, , whereK; is
the smallest finite model sk = A

Proof. (1) Tau{M;) D Tau{L): By induction oni: Fori = 1 this is Lemm4 6]5 (1).
Fori > 1 the statement follows from Lemnja 2112, since T&Ut 1) 2 TautL) by
induction hypothesis, and TdiM ;) 2 Taut(L ) again by Lemm5 (2).

(2)Mi <M1 fromANBC Aand Lemmd 2.32.

(3) TautL ) = Nj~1 TautM;). TheC-direction follows immediately from (1). Fur-
thermore, by Lemm@.S (2), no non-tautologyLotan be a member of all Taid;),
whenceD holds. R

6.8. RemarkNote that Theorer@.? does not hold in generdl ifs not finitely ax-
iomatizable. This follows from Propositidn .3 and the &tiee of an undecidable
recursively axiomatizable modal logic which has the fmpe(@]). Note also the
condition in Theorer 67 that there is an enumeration of thetheorems of.. Since
finitely axiomatizable logics with the fmp are decidab@blthere always is such an
enumeration for the logics we consider.

This theorem can also be used to show that the many-valusdrelof a calculus
fora modal logic with the fmp equals the logic itself, progitthat the calculus contains
modus ponens and necessitation as the only rules. (All atdrakiomatizations are of
this form.)

7 Conclusion

The main open problem, especially in view of possible apilims in computer sci-
ence, is the complexity of the computation of optimal covédse would expect that
it is tractable at least for some reasonable classes oflcatbich are syntactically
characterizable, e.g., analytic calculi.
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A second problem is in how far approximations can be foundifst-order log-
ics and calculi. One obstacle, for instance, is that it ifialift to check whether a
matrix is normal for a given calculus, in particular if thdesi of the calculus are not
“monadic” in the sense that they manipulate more than onablarat a time. In any
case, a systematic treatment only seems feasible for mangd/logics with, at most,
distribution quantifiers[[3].

References

[1]

(2]

M. Baaz, C. G. Fermilller, and R. Zach. Systematic camston of natural de-
duction systems for many-valued logics. Bnoc. 23rd International Symposium
on Multiple-valued Logicpages 208-213, Los Alamitos, May 24—-27 1993. IEEE
Press.

P. Bernays. Axiomatische Untersuchungen des Aussaijeiik der “Principia
Mathematica”.Math. Z, 25:305-320, 1926.

[3] W. A. Carnielli. Systematization of finite many-valueadjics through the method

[4]

[5]

of tableaux.J. Symbolic Logi¢52(2):473-493, 1987.

B. F. Chellas.Modal Logic: An IntroductionCambridge University Press, Cam-
bridge, 1980.

M. Dummett. A propositional calculus with denumerablatnix. J. Symbolic
Logic, 24:97-106, 1959.

[6] T. Eiter and G. Gottlob. On the Complexity of Proposi@biKnowledge Base

[7]

(8]

Revision, Updates, and Counterfactudidificial Intelligence 57(2—3):227-270,
1992.

D. M. Gabbay.Semantical Investigations in Heyting’s Intuitionisticdio. Num-
ber 148 in Synthese Library. Reidel, Dordrecht, 1981.

K. Godel. Zum intuitionistischen AussagenkalkillAnz. Akad. Wiss. Wien
69:65-66, 1932.

[9] S. Gottwald.Mehrwertige Logik Akademie-Verlag, Berlin, 1989.

(10]

(11]

(12]

R. Hahnle.Automated Deduction in Multiple-Valued Logic®©xford University
Press, Oxford, 1993.

R. Harrop. On the existence of finite models and decigimtedures for propo-
sitional calculi. Proceedings of the Cambridge Philosophical Sociedy1-13,
1958.

S. Jaskowski. Recherches sur la systeme de la logiuigioniste. InActes du
Congreés International de Philosophie Scientifique 183@ages 58-61, Paris,
1963.

20



[13] P. D. Lincoln, J. Mitchell, A. Scedrov, and N. Shankaredsion proplems for
propositional linear logic. IProc. 31st IEEE Symp. Foundations of Computer
Science FOCSst. Louis, Missouri, Oct. 1990.

[14] J. tukasiewicz and A. Tarski. Untersuchungen tber derssagenkalkil.
Comptes rendus des séances de la Société des Scienesd etttes de Varsovie
Cl. 11, 23:1-21, 1930.

[15] D. Mundici. Satisfiability in many-valued sententiablic is NP-complete The-
oret. Comput. Sci52:145-153, 1987.

[16] N. RescherMany-valued Logic McGraw-Hill, New York, 1969.

[17] A. Urquhart. Decidability and the finite model properdy Philos. Logic10:367—
370, 1981.

21



